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Abstract In this paper, we consider optimal control problems governed by a linear
unsteady fluid-structure interaction problem. Based on a novel symmetric mono-
lithic formulation, we derive optimality systems and provide regularity results for
optimal solutions. The proposed formulation allows for natural application of gra-
dient based optimization algorithms and for space-time finite element discretiza-
tions.
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1 Introduction

Fluid-structure interaction (FSI) problems have been extensively studied from
theoretical and numerical point of view in the last decade. More and more appli-
cations leading to optimal control, shape optimization, and parameter estimation
of FSI are regarded recently. At the same time, efficient gradient based optimiza-
tion algorithms for solving optimization problems governed by elliptic, parabolic,
or hyperbolic equations are developed and deeply analyzed in the literature. All
these algorithms are based on optimality systems containing appropriate adjoint
equations and building necessary optimality conditions for considered problems.
However, especially in the context of optimal control problems for unsteady FSI
problems no optimality systems based on rigorous analysis are avaliable in the
literature.

Optimization problems for unsteady FSI configurations are studied, e.g., in [6—
8,11,23,34], where different optimization algorithms are used, which are not based
on adjoint equations. In [10,26], adjoint equations are derived for one dimensional
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FSI configurations and in [36] for a stationary FSI problem. In [5,11,32], the au-
thors discretize the FSI problem in space and time and solve in each time step a
minimization problem by a gradient based algorithm, in order to estimate Young’s
modulus. In [31], the authors derive formally necessary optimality conditions for
an optimal control problem of a nonlinear time dependent FSI configuration us-
ing shape derivatives. Further results on optimal feedback control of FSI can be
found in [9,21,22] where corresponding Riccati equations are derived. In [25], the
authors apply reduced basis methods for a shape optimization problem in context
of arterial blood flow.

In this paper, we formulate a model optimal control problem governed by a
linear FSI problem, establish necessary optimality conditions, and analyze the
regularity of the optimal solutions. To this end, we propose a novel symmetric
monolithic formulation for the linear FSI problem. This formulation leads to an
adjoint equation with the same structure as the considered linear FSI problem,
which allows for a unified analytical and numerical treatment of the state and the
adjoint systems.

One of the main issues in the analysis as well as in the numerical solution of
FSI problems is the incorporation of coupling conditions between the equations
describing the behavior of the fluid and of the structure respectively. A correct
treatment of such conditions for the adjoint system is indispensable for a precise
description of the information transport across the interface between the fluid and
the structure, and as a consequence, for an accurate evaluation of the derivatives
required in gradient based optimization algorithms. In the framework suggested in
this paper, the coupling conditions in the adjoint systems have exactly the same
structure as for the state system. This is advantageous not only from the theoretical
point of view but especially allows to use the same discretization schemes and the
same practical solution algorithms for both the state and the adjoint systems.

The fact that the coupling conditions are directly incorporated in the varia-
tional formulation allows for a natural usage of Galerkin finite element discretiza-
tions is space and time. This is advantageous particularly for optimal control
problems, since the two approaches optimize-then-discretize, i.e., the discretiza-
tion of the optimality system from continuous level, and discretize-then-optimize,
i.e., discretization of the state equation and subsequent construction of the opti-
mality system on the discrete level, lead to the same discretization scheme, see,
e.g., [4]. We refer, e.g., to [27-30] for a priori numerical analysis and adaptivity for
Galerkin discretizations of parabolic optimal control problems. The application of
these techniques to the FSI problem under consideration is a topic for future work.

Usually in FSI models, the Navier-Stokes equations are coupled with a non-
linear hyperbolic equation. As the solid motion involves large stress-induced dis-
placements, the fluid domain is not stationary. To solve the resulting system the
Navier-Stokes equations can be transformed to a reference domain, see, e.g., [33,
39]. This leads to a highly nonlinear coupled system. As our goal is to focus on
the treatment of coupling conditions, we regard the linear FSI problem, where the
Stokes equations are coupled with a linear wave equation on a domain with fixed
interface, see a detailed description below. Although such a linear system neglects
several problem relevant phenomena, we belive that our results provide an im-
portant step towards tackling optimal control problems for nonlinear FSI models.
Such linear FSI configurations have been already analyzed in [12,13], wherein the
authors prove existence and regularity results. A further class of nonlinear FSI
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models with a fixed interface for fluid flow motion around a smooth elastic object
is analyzed in [2,3,20], where in [3,20] the authors even prove the existence of
strong solutions for smooth initial conditions. A similar result can be found in [19]
for a problem with a solid separating two fluid domains and periodic boundary
conditions. If a damping term in the wave equation is introduced, better regular-
ity results can be achieved, see [1,17]. Long-time behavior of the linearized FSI
problem is analyzed in [40].

In this article, we will analyze the following linear-quadratic optimal control
problem subject to a linear fluid-structure interaction problem:

. s o
minJ(gu,0) 1= 5 [0 =valbacoy dt+ 5 [luvallaco, e+ 5l

subject to
p0tv — vAv — Vp = Bgq in 2 x1I,
dive =0 in ¢ x1,
psOrtu — pAu = Bsq in 2 x 1,
VOnv — png + pon,u =0 on I x1I,
v =0 on I} x I, (1.1)
v=20 on [y x 1,
u=20 on [ x 1,
u(0) =uo, Ou(0) =wu1, v(0) =g
9o < ¢ < .

Thereby, 2 C R? with d = 2,3 is a domain separated in two disjoint Lipschitz
sub-domains {25 and 2 with 2 = 2, U (2 as presented in Figure 1.1. Furthermore,
I=(0,T) is a given time interval and I" := 912 denotes the outer boundary which
is split into two parts I's := I'N§2s and I} := I'N 2, where we assume that Iy has
positive measure in I'. The interface between 2¢ and £2s is denoted by I} := 2N 2.
Moreover, ns is the unit outward normal vector on I3 with respect to the region

s and ng = —ns is the unit outward normal vector with respect to the region (2.
I
Iy 2 Iy
/\ﬂ/
Iy 2 Iy
I

Fig. 1.1 An exemplary domain (2 with fixed interface I}
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On {2, the fluid is described via the Stokes equations and the structure on
{2s behaves according to the linear wave equation where p¢, ps, v and p are given
material parameters. We note, that all the results presented in this paper can be
extended the model problem, where the wave equations is replaced by the linear
Lamé system.

The variables v and p denote the velocity and pressure of the fluid and u denotes
the structure displacement on §2s. At the interface I}, the momentum has to be
conserved. Therefore, we demand the directional derivatives to coincide (dynamic
coupling condition)

peVOn;v —png = —puop,u on I x 1.

Additionally, the fluid is not allowed to enter the structure domain (kinematic
coupling condition). For slow fluid flow, we can assume a no slip condition which
implies that structure and fluid velocity have to be equal. Therefore, we demand
at the interface

v=0mu on I} x1I.

At the outer boundaries I't and I's, we prescribe homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions.

The control ¢ is going to be either time dependent or distributed in space and
controlling the volume force through the linear operators By and Bs, see two the
configurations in Section 3 for details. In addition, the control variable is subject to
the control constrains with the bounds qa, g, € RU{£o0} and ¢4 < gp. The variables
vq and uq are the given desired states and « > 0 is a given regularization parameter.
To enable observation on both or just on one sub-domain, the parameters v¢, s > 0
can be chosen appropriately.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, after a general
discussion of a linear FSI problem, we recall known existence and regularity re-
sults from the literature for this model in Subsection 2.1. In Subsection 2.2, we
introduce a novel symmetric monolithic formulation and adapt the results from
Subsection 2.1 to it. Section 3 is devoted to the optimal control problem. After
description of two model configurations, we discuss the existence of the optimal so-
lution in Subsection 3.1 before we prove our main results on the optimality system
in Subsection 3.2.

2 A linear FSI problem

To keep the notation as compact as possible we introduce the vector-valued spaces
V::{weHl(Q)d’go:OonF},

Vf::{ApeHl(Qf)d‘gp:Ooan}, and VSZ:{A,DEHl(Qs)d‘LpZOODFS}

with trace zero on parts of the boundary. In addition, we will need the spaces of
divergence free functions

Vaiv ={veV|divv=0on 2} and Vigiv:={veV;|divv=0on }.
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Thereby, the divergence condition is only demanded on the fluid domain 2¢. Fur-
thermore, we introduce the vector valued L? spaces

H:=L*(2)% He:=L*(2)% and Hs:= L*(12:)%
Finally, for the pressure variable, we introduce the following L? space:
Lei={peL?(2) | (=0}
Here and in what follows, let

(u,v) := (u,v) o, (u,v)i == (u,v),

(uvv)f = (u7U)Qf7 (uv U)S = (u7 U)Qs

be the L? inner products on §2, its sub-domains {2 and (2, and on I}. Furthermore,
we use the following notation for inner products on the space-time cylinder:

(u,v) = /I(u,v) dt, {u,v); = /I<u,v>i dt,
(u,v) = /1 (o) dt,  (w)s = /I (u, 0)s dt.

Monolithic formulations are well known for nonlinear FSI problems and they
are used for example in [14,35] to obtain robust numerical algorithms keeping er-
rors occurring from the coupling conditions small. Such formulations are usually
obtained by transforming a weak formulation of the FSI equations in a system of
first order in time by introducing a structure velocity variable. Then, the kinematic
coupling condition is enforced by choosing a smooth trial space for the common
velocity variable defined on the whole domain. Furthermore, due to a test func-
tion defined in the same space, the dynamic coupling condition is automatically
fulfilled. In the case of the here considered linear FSI problem (1.1), this leads
to a velocity v € L*(I;V), a pressure p € L*(I; L¢), and a structure displacement
u € L*(I; Vi) fulfilling the weak formulation

pi(Orv, o) + v(Vv, Vo)t — (p, div )
+ps(0ev,9)s + u(Vu, Vo)s = (Beq, 9t + (Bsa, 9)s Vo € L*(I;V)

(2.1)
(v,9)s — (Oru,9)s =0 vip € L*(I; Hy)
(2.2)
(& divo)r =0 V¢ € L2(I; Ly).
(2.3)
together with the initial conditions
u(0) = ug, v(0)|95 =1, and 1}(0)}(Zf = . (2.4)

The velocity v now describes the fluid velocity on {2 and the velocity of the
structure on (2.

For optimal control, this formulation has some drawbacks due to its asym-
metry, see Section 3.2.1 for details. Because of this, we favor a slightly different
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formulation which is motivated by an approach used by Johnson in [18] in the
contex of the wave equation. He suggests to introduce a velocity variable v which
fulfills

p(Vv, V)s — n(Vopu, Vi)s = 0 Vo € L*(I; Vi) (2.5)

instead of (2.2). As the resulting weak equations (2.1), (2.3), and (2.5) are sym-
metric and test and trial spaces coincide, the resulting linear FSI system is self
adjoint.

2.1 Known results from the literature

The stated linear fluid-structure interaction problem (1.1) was intensively studied
in [12] and [13] by Du, Gunzburger, and coworkers. The following proposition
taken from there ensures existence and uniqueness of a solution.

Proposition 2.1 (Theorem 2.5 in [12] and Theorem 2.2 in [13]) Assume that
ft, fs, wo, w1, and vy satisfy

fee L2(I;VF),  fs € L*(I; Hs)

up € Vs, w1 €Vs, wvo € Vidiv, ’Uo‘ﬂ = Ul’n-
Then, there exists a unique © € H*(I;V},) with
- 2
v= u}m € L*(I; Vi aiv) N L™ (I; Hy)

¢
and u:/ ﬁ(s)‘n ds + up € L (I; Vs) N W (I; Hy)
o .

satisfying the initial conditions v(0) = vo in He, u(0) = ug in Vi, and 8;u(0) = uy in
Hs as well as the coupling condition

t
1
/ U(s)|F dszu(t)|F —uolr_ in L2(I; H2 ()%
o ; ; |

and almost everywhere in I

Pt (00, 0)t + v(Vv, V)t + ps(0:0, ¢)s + 1(Vu, Vp)s
=(fi,0)t + (fs,0)s VYo € Vaiv.

Furthermore, the solution fulfills the following a priori estimate:
||U|\2L2(1;H1(Qf)) + HUHQLOO(I;LQ(Qf)) + HUH%OO(I;Hl(_QS)) + H@tuﬂ%w(l;m(ns))
< C[Hff“%z(f;vf*) + 1 fellF2r02 (0]
+ C[lluollFr .y + lluallzr o, + lvollF an]

Remark 2.1 Clearly, the solution given by Proposition 2.1 fulfills also the following
space-time weak formulation:

pe (010, ) + v(Vo, Vo)t + ps (010, 0))s + u(Vu, Vo))s
= (fr, ) + (fss0)s Vo € LP(I; Vaiy).  (2.6)
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Remark 2.2 The results in [2] and [20] indicate, that even for weaker initial con-
ditions there exists a unique solution solving the linear FSI problem. To prove
existence, the authors therein use maximal regularity results for the Stokes oper-
ator and hidden regularity results for the hyperbolic equation.

If the initial conditions and the right-hand side are smoother and fulfill com-
patibility conditions, then in [12,13] the authors provide an additional regularity
result.

Proposition 2.2 (Theorems 3.2 and 3.4 in [12] and Theorem 2.3 in [13])
Assume that fg, fs, uo, ui, and vo satisfy

fre H\(L; V), fs€ H'(I; Hy)
UOE‘/sﬂH2(QS)d, uy € Vs, ’UOE‘/f’diVﬂH2(Qf)d U0|Fi:u1|ﬂ'

Assume further that there exists a po € H'(£2¢) such that

(pong — I/V’Ugnf)|[,i = (uVugns)|n.

Then, there exists a unique triplet (v,p,u) with
ve HY(I;V)) nWh°(I; Hy), pe L*(I;Lg), we W5 (I;Vs) N W (I; H)
satisfying the initial conditions v(0) = vo in Hg, u(0) = ug in Vs, and d:u(0) = u1 in
Hs as well the coupling condition
v|p = Btu‘l,_ in L*(I; H%(Fi)d)
and almost everywhere in I
pi(0rv, )¢ — (p, div ) + v(Vo, V)t
+ps(Oee, 0)s + u(Vu, Vo)s = (fr, o)t + (fss0)s Yo €V,
(& divo)e =0 V¢ € Ly.

Furthermore, the solution fulfills the estimates from Proposition 2.1 and the following
a priort estimates:

@) 0002 (r. 11 (20y) + 100l oo (.12 (20)) + 100ullT oo (1,11 20y + 1000l T o0 (1,12 (022
< CIfellzr vy + s (rsz2c0)

+ CllluollZr2 .y + lluallzr o) + lvollFzap + IpollZ (2]

b) b7 r2con) < C“lffH%Il(I;Vf*) + £l ez o)
+ C[lluollFrz(a,) + lluallFr o, + llvollFz o + IPollFn (2]

Remark 2.3 As before, the solution given by Proposition 2.2 also fulfills the weak
space-time formulation

pe(Brv, ©)e — (p, div ) + v(Vo, Vo)e
+ps(Oeru, @)s + w(Vu, Vo)s = (fr. o)t + (fss 0)s Vo € L*(I;V),

((57 div U))f =0 V¢ € LQ(I; Lf).
2.7)
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Remark 2.4 In [12,13], the authors demand f; € L?(I; Hy) in Proposition 2.1 and
fr e H\(I; Hy) in Proposition 2.2. However, the proofs can directly be extended to
fe € LA(I; V§) and f; € H'(I; V;*) as stated above.

Remark 2.5 The results in [12,13] are more general and also apply for Stokes flow
coupled with linear elasticity equations. Therefore, all the results presented in the
following are also extendable to formulations with stress tensors.

2.2 Novel symmetric weak formulation

Now, we would like to regard closer the symmetric weak formulation given by (2.1),
(2.3), and (2.5), which was already motivated at the beginning of this section. In
doing so, we consider the following system of equations where, for the remaining
part of this section, the control terms are replaced by right-hand sides f; and fs:

pt(Brv, ) +v(Vo, Vo) — (p,div ¢)¢
(0, 0)s + 1(Vu, Vo)s = (fr, o) + (fs, 0)s Vo € L2(1; V),

w(Vo, Vo)s — p(Voru, Vi )s = (9,9)s vy € L*(I;Va),
((év diV’U))f =0 V€ € LQ(I; Lf).
(2.8)

Additionally, as before, the initial conditions given by (2.4) have to be fulfilled.
Note, that the volume force g appearing on the right-hand side of the equation
introducing the structure velocity has no physical interpretation but will occur
later in the adjoint equation, see Section 3.

The results in Section 2.1 enable us to prove existence and uniqueness of a
solution for this weak formulation.

Theorem 2.1 Assume that ug, ui, and vg satisfy
uo € Vs MH?(2:)7, w1 € Ve, w0 € Viai NH2 (204, wol, =wl.
and the right-hand sides f;, fs, and g fulfill
fee HY(LVY), fse H'(I;Hs), ge L*(I;Hy).
Assume further that there exists a po € H'(£2;) such that

(pons — VoG )|y = (uVug ns) -

Then, there exists a unique triplet (v,p,u) with

ve (V) NWES(LH), o, € H'(I;VD), |, € L¥(I3V),

U|Q
we L®°(I;Vs) N H(I; V), pe L*(I; L),

which satisfies the initial conditions (2.4) and solves (2.8). Furthermore, the solution
fulfills the following a priori estimates:

a) 01T oo 1. p202)) + 1002000 200y + MUl T oo (1m0 (20
< C[\|ff||%2(1;vf*) + 1 fsl 2 n2 02, + 92 rp2 0]

+ C[lluollFr .y + lluallzr o, + lvollF an]
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b) 10el|T o0 (1.02(2)) + 100012 mr1 (20y) + 01 oo (e 2.y + 10l F2 .11 (229
< C[Hff“%{l([;v;) + sl e rr2 o)) + H9||2L2(1;L2(QS))]

+ C[lluollFr2 0.y + lluallzr (2, + lvollFrzap + IIpoll i (on)

¢)  plZzcrre(a) < C[”ffH?{l(I;Vf*) + 1 sl E (rrz ey + ol Ezcrrz (o0

+ CllluollFr2 .y + lluallFr o + llvollFrz e + IPollEr (0] -

Proof Let f; := fr and fs := fs + f(f g(s) ds. Due to the assumptions on the data,
we have ff € H'(I; V§*) and fs € H(I; Hs). Therefore, Proposition 2.2 ensures for
these right-hand sides and the given initial conditions existence of a unique triplet

(9¢, p, 1) solving (2.7). Next, we introduce a structure velocity s by the setting
Os = Opti € L°°(I; Vs). Thus, 0 fulfills

p(Vis, Vi )s = p(Vorii, Vp)s Vo € L*(I;Vs). (2.9)

Now we are prepared to introduce the global velocity v by

O, = Ut and v| = Us.

2

As 0¢ € L*(I;V;) and 95 € L*(I; Vi), we get immediately ¢ € L?(I; H). To obtain
v € L*(I; V), we have to check that the weak partial derivatives ; with ﬁ)i|9f =

Oz, 0¢ and w; := O,0s constitute the weak partial derivatives O0y,0 of v for

o,
i=1,2,...,d. To this end, let ¢ € L?(I; C§°(£2)%). We obtain by the definition of
the weak derivatives

(9, 02,0) = (05, Oz, )t + (U5, Oz, 0))s
—(02 05,0 — (Ows s, @)s + (Br, ni €3 + (s, ond €3
— (Wi, ) + (Oeti — B¢, ond e = — (s, ©))

where the last step holds, since the kinematic coupling condition is valid due to
Proposition 2.2. Therefore, it holds & € L?(I; V).

It remains to prove that (9, p, @) solves the weak formulation (2.8). Due to the
construction of os by (2.9), we directly get

ps(rett, P)s = ps (04, 9)s Voo € L2 (I;V5). (2.10)

If we enter (2.10) in the weak formulation (2.7), we immediately obtain with (2.9)
that the triplet (0, p, 0) solves the weak formulation (2.8) with the right-hand sides

fe, fs and g = 0.
In what follows, we construct a solution to (2.8) with the original right-hand
sides ft, fs and g. We define 4: I — V; for almost all ¢ € T by

p(Vi(t), Vi)s = (=g(t), ¥)s Vi € V. (2.11)

Standard elliptic theory guarantees the existence and uniqueness of u(t) together
with the estimate

Il a2y < Cllg)ll2(n,) for almost all ¢ € 1. (2.12)
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As g € L?(I; Hs), integration in time of the above inequality immediately leads to
@ € L*(I; V;). Further, integrating (2.11) in time twice implies

m ((V/Otﬂ(s) ds,wp)s =— ((/Otg(s) ds,¢)>s vy e L3 (I; Vs).

Defining v := 4 + fot @ ds, we directly obtain u € L?(I;Vs). Since for ¢ € L3(I;V)
it holds ¢ = np!n_ € L*(I; Vs), we get for all p € L?(I; V) the identity

(¥, Vo). = (v, 96D+ (¥ [ 065 as vo) +(/ gls) ds, 7).
—u(wn.ve.+ Co(s) ds, /) -

Together with the definition of fs7 this implies that u, v := 0, and p := p solves
the first equation of (2.8). Furthermore, since @ and ¢ solve the second equation
of (2.8) with g = 0, we obtain for all ¢ € L*(I;Vs)

/J((V’U, VU’) s /“L((vatua VU’))S = /J((VQA), VU’) s [L((vat’[t, VU’))S - /L((VQL Vw))s
Therefore (v, p, u) solves the weak formulation (2.8) for the right-hand sides f;, fs,
and g.

It remains to prove the uniqueness. Let (v1,p1,u1) and (ve,p2,u2) be two so-

lutions fulfilling the weak formulation (2.8) and the regularities assumed in The-
orem 2.1. Define v := vy — w2, p := p1 — p2, @ := u1 — uz. It holds

0], (0)=0, 3|, (0)=0, a@(0)=0

and for almost all t € T

pe(0:0(t), ©)r — (B(t), div )¢ + v(Vo(t), Vo)s
+ps(9:0(t), 0)s + u(Va(t), V)s = 0 Vo eV,
w(Vo(t), Vip)s — u(Voi(t), Vib)s = 0 Vep € Vg,
(&, divo(t))s =0 Ve € Ly.

Choosing the test functions ¢ = v(t), ¥ = u(t), and £ = p(t), we get

pe(0¢0(1), 0(t))r — (p(2), div (t))e + v (VO (t), VI (t))s
+ps(0:0(2),0(2))s + p(Va(t), Vo(t))s = 0,
p(Vo(t), Va(t))s — p(Voru(t), Vu(t))s = 0,
(p(t),divo(t))s = 0.

Because of the symmetry of the bilinear forms we obtain for almost all ¢t € T
1d _ .9 2 1d _ .2 1d 2
5 @ P ONL2 20 FVIVIOIL2 (0 + 5 g sl ONL2 (20 + 5 g #IVED 1222 = O

Integrating this identity in in time and noting the initial conditions, we are led to

1 . 1 1o
§Pf||v(t)|\%2(nf) + V/O IV5(5) 1172 (20 ds + 5ps||v(t)||%2((zs) + §H||Vu(t)|\%2(ns) =0
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for almost all ¢ € I. This implies v = 0 and, as u vanishes on Iy C I" with |I5| > 0,
also o = 0. Thus we get in particular for almost all ¢ € T

(p,divp)s =0 VpeV

and thus p = 0 since p € L¢. Therefore the solution is unique.

According to Proposition 2.2, the solution (v¢, p, @) of (2.7) fulfills the estimates
given in Proposition 2.2 with right-hand side f; := f; and fs := fs + fotg(s) ds.
As 9s of the formulation (2.8) coincides to ;4 the estimates for ;4 from the
Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 are valid for '{)’Qq = 0s, too. Hence, we have

16117 00 (1,02(2)) + 1912 2r,80 (20)) + NGl 700 (2.0 (20))
< Ol vy + sl Terrzcny + ol ez o)
f
+ ClluollFr (o) + llurllF ) + lvoll e on]
1066]|F o0 (1,12 (2y) + 10600172 (1.1 (20y) + 19700 (1.1 (020
< O fellF vy + sl rp2 oy + ol 2oz o)
f
+ ClluollFrz 0. + llutllFr 2, + lvollFzcon + ol o]
181172 (1, 02(20)) < C[”ff”?{l(l;vf*) 0 fsllE rrz ey + ol Eecrr2co.)]
+ C[lluollFr2auy + lluallzr o + lvollEe ) + IpollEr (0] -
Due to the setting v = © and p = p, these estimates directly transfer to v and p. To

estimate u 1= 4 + fg u(s) ds, u € Vi given by (2.11) has to be bounded. By (2.12),
we get for almost all ¢ € I that

2

<c
H1(£2%)

at) + /Ot a(s) ds

Hu(t)H%rl(Qs) =

()1 (. +T/I||ﬁ(8)|§11(ns)d8]
< Cllla)F .y + 9Tz rr2 o)
which implies
Il Zoo (1.1 (2,y) < CLNGNT oo 1m0y + 91T 2 (riz2 .y -

Furthermore, we get with 0.4 = 13|Q for almost all t € T

I0su(t)Fr1 () = 10ea(t) + @(t)|Fr1 () < CIDO I3 (0 + 190172 (0]
and consequently (limited through g € L?(I; Hs))
0cull 72 (1.1 )y < CLIONZ2 (1 11y + N9l E2 (10200 -

Together with the above estimates to for (0, p, ), we obtain the stated estimates
for (v,p, u) O

Remark 2.6 If the right-hand side g lies in L*°(I; Hs), we also get an estimate for
lOvull oo (1,51 (02,)) @s in Proposition 2.2.
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In what follows, we analyze in which sense the weak solution of (2.8) fulfills
the original fluid-structure interaction problem and especially in which sense the
coupling conditions are fulfilled. To this end, we introduce the space Hz (I3) in the
spirit of [16, Definition 1.3.2.5] by

i (n) = { ve (L) |5 e HA (D) } ,
where ¥ denotes the continuation of v on I' by zero.

Theorem 2.2 Let the assumptions of Theorem 2.1 be fulfilled and let in addition fr €
L2(I; He) and (v,p,u) be the solution of (2.8). Then, the kinematic coupling condition

d

is wvalid in the sense of L*(I; H? (1)) n H= (I; L2(I))%). Furthermore, the dynamic
coupling condition
VOV — png + pOn,u = 0

holds in L2(I; (H? (I3)%)*).

Proof By Theorem 2.1, we have that v € L*(I,V) and v € Wh*°(I; H) C H'(I; H).
Hence, the trace results in [24, Theorem 2.1] imply that the kinematic coupling
= U}QS holds on I} in the space L*(I; H%(Fi)d) n H%(I; L2(n)%).
In the remaining part of the proof, derive validity of the stated dynamic cou-
pling condition. We choose in (2.8) test functions ¢ with cp}gs = 0 and cp{nf €

L2(I;C8° (12¢)) and get

condition v{ o

(psdev, @) — (div(rVo +pId), @) = (fr, @) Vo € L3I G50 (2) %),
where div(vVv + pId) is defined in the distributional sense. This is equivalent to
div(vVv + pId) = pedv — f¢ in L2(1;C5° (12¢) )",

As Theorem 2.1 yields U‘Qf € WI’OO(I; Hy), we get by the assumption on f; that
ptdwv + fr € L?(I; Hy). We immediately obtain, that

div(vVo + pId) = pedpv — fr  in L*(I; Hy) (2.13)
and
[div(vVv + pId) |2 (r;n2 () < el z2(rn2 ey + ClOwll e (102 (20))

where the right-hand side is bounded according to Theorem 2.1. The same ap-
proach, but choosing ‘P’Qf =0and ¢|, € L*(I; C5°(925)%) leads to

div(uVu) = psdpv — fs  in L*(I; Hs) (2.14)

and

ldiv(eVu)ll L2 rr2 2.y < Wfsllzzrr2 2.y + Cllotvl L2 (1,02 (00)



Optimal control of a linear unsteady fluid-structure interaction problem 13

where the right-hand side is again bounded according to Theorem 2.1. Thus, we
obtain that

vV +pld € E($) = { ¢ € L*(I; Hy) ‘ div ol L2 (1,02 (20)) < o0 } .
uVu € E({2%) == { ¢ € L*(I; Hy) ‘ [divollp2(r;2(0,)) < o0 }

According to [37, Ch. T §1 Theorem 1.1], the space L?(I;C§°(£2)?) is dense in
E(%) and L2(I;C§°(£2)%) is dense in E(£25). Therefore, following [15, p. 114] or
[16, Theorems 1.5.3.10 and 1.5.3.11], we get

I(vVo + pId)  ng| lvVo +pldlp2 1,200

. <
L2(I;(Hz (I))*) —
+ 1 fell2 ez 00y + ClOwll Lz (1,020
T
NGV sl o g 1d (ryayey < IEVEllE2as220)
+ I fsllz2(r;zz2.)) + Clowll L2 (1,02 (0.))-

According to [15,16], this enables us to apply Gau’’ theorem in (2.8) to obtain

(vOnev — png, )i 4+ (uon,u, 0)i = (div(vVoe + pId) — prdv + fr, 0)s
+ (div(uVu) — psdiv + fs, 0)s Vo € L2(I; V).

This immediately implies by (2.14) and (2.13) that
(vOnsv — png + pon,u, )i =0 Ve € L*(I;V)

and thus the dynamic coupling condition is fulfilled in L?(I; (fI% (I 4H). |

3 Optimal control problem

In the following, we regard the optimal control problem of a linearized FSI con-
figuration as introduced in the introduction

. s o
minJ(g,0,0) 1= 5 [0 =valbacay dt+ 5 [luvallaco, e+ 5l

subject to go < ¢ < qp and (1.1). Thereby, the initial data are assumed to fulfill the
conditions of Theorem 2.1 and for the desired states we require vq € Hl(I; Vi)n
L*(I; Hy) and uq € L*(I; Hs).

3.1 Existence and uniqueness of solutions

We analyze two concrete configurations for the considered control problem:
Configuration C1 Let the control space given by Q := (L*(2)4)N with N ¢ N
and let By: Q — H'(I; Hy) as well as Bs: Q — H'(I; Hs) be linear continuous
operators given for ¢ = (ql,qQ, R qN) €Q by

N N
Big= gid'|, and Bsg= gld'|,.
=1

i=1
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Thereby, gi,g¢ € HY(I), i = 1,2,..., N, are given functions. The admissible set
Qaq is defined as

Qad:{qu‘qagqi(x)gqb, for almost allxe()andi:l,Q,...,N}.

Note, that the inequality in the definition of Q.q has to be understood componen-
twise for ¢° € L2(2)%.

Configuration C2 Let the control space given by Q := L?(I)" with N € IN and
let Bg: Q — L2(I; Hy) as well as Bs: Q — L?(I; Hs) be linear continuous operators
given for ¢ = (¢*,¢%,...,¢"¥) € Q by

N

N
B = Y], and B = Y],
i=1 i=1

Thereby, h' € Vi, i =1,2,...,N, are given functions. The admissible set Q.q is
defined as

Qad:{qu‘qagqi(t)gqb, for almost allte[andi:l,Q,...,N}.

The assumption that h' has to be divergence-free in 2 is taken for simplicity
of the presentation. All results can be extended to h' € V using a Helmholtz
decomposition.

Since for both configurations, Brq € L*(I; Hy) and Bsq € L*(I; Hs), Propo-
sition 2.1 ensures the well-posedness of the so-defined control to state mapping
G:q — (v(g),u(q)) with (v(g),u(q)) the solution of (2.6) for f¢ := Bsg and
fs := Bsq. The linearity of (2.6) and the estimate given in Proposition 2.1 im-
ply the continuity of G:

Lemma 3.1 The control to state mapping G: Q — L?(I; Hg) x L2(I; Hs) is an affine
linear and continuous operator for both configurations C1 and C2.

Proof Let (9,4) be the solution of (2.6) for f; = fs = 0 and Go: Q — L*(I; Hy) x
L?(I; Hs) be the linear part of G defined by (2.6) with zero initial data for f; := Bsq
and fs := Bsq. Hence, the control to state mapping G: Q — L*(I; H¢) x L*(I; H)
can be expressed as
(v(q), u(q)) = Gq = (9,4) + Gog.

Proposition 2.1 yields that (0,4) is bounded in L°(I; Hy) x L*°(I;Vs) and Gy is
a bounded linear operator. Thus, the control to state mapping G is continuous in
both considered configurations. |

By means of the control to state mapping G, the reduced cost functional j: Q —
R can be defined as

i(q) = J(a,u(q),v(q)) (3.1)
and the optimal control problem under consideration can for both configurations
be written in the compact form

in j(q). 3.2
qglér:dj(q) (3.2)

Theorem 3.1 For both configurations C1 and C2, the considered optimal control prob-
lem (3.2) admits a unique solution.
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Proof Standard arguments, see, e.g. [38, Theorem 2.14|, guarantee the existence
of a unique optimal control q € Q.q. a

We emphasize that this existence result is also valid if the control is acting only
on the domain 25 or 2 and if reference solutions are only given on sub-domains.

3.2 Necessary optimality conditions

Since the reduced functional j is convex due to the (affine) linear-quadratic struc-
ture of the considered control problem, the necessary and sufficient optimality
condition for the optimal solution § € Q.q of (3.2) reads as

(@) (6g—q) >0 Vg € Qaa. (3.3)

Based on this, we derive in the sequel an optimality system separately for
the configurations C1 and C2. In addition, we prove a priori estimates for the
optimal state and the corresponding adjoint solution. Thereby, we make use of
the self-adjoint formulation (2.8). Due to this symmetry, the derivation of an op-
timality system for configuration C1 is straight forward, see Section 3.2.3. For
configuration C2 however, this is not directly possible since for ¢ € Q = L? (I)N,
the right-hand sides Brq and Bgsq do not fulfill the prerequisites of Theorem 2.1.
Therefore, an additional approximation step will be necessary, see Section 3.2.4.

3.2.1 Discussion of the adjoint equations for a non symmetric formulation

Before analyzing the adjoint equations of the weak formulation (2.8), we investi-
gate for a moment the optimal control problem with the state equation formulated
by (2.1), (2.2), and (2.3). For this formulation, the formal Lagrange approach leads
to the following adjoint equation:

~(. 2 e +v(Ve, V2" + (27, div )y
—(#,2)s — (9, 2")s = 9 (v —va,¥)s Vo € LX(I;V),
—(, 21 )s + 1(V, V2")s = 5w — ua, ¢)s - Vo € L2 (15 V3),
—(& divz") =0 Ve € L(I; Lg).

Here, z”!nf describes the solution of an adjoint Stokes equation and z" |Q§ the so-
lution of an adjoint linear wave equation. However, as the system (2.1), (2.2), (2.3)
is not symmetric, the adjoint equation is a Stokes-wave system with new coupling
conditions on I}:

VOn, 2" — 2Pny =0, and pdn. 2" =0.

v
2’|

v
2~ ‘n’
In contrast to this, the advantage of the following optimality system lies in
the fact that the adjoint equation is again a linear FSI problem and all numerical
methods developed to solve the primal FSI problem can be utilized. Therefore, no
additional difficulty occurs in the implementation.



16 L. Failer, D. Meidner, B. Vexler

3.2.2 Ezistence and regularity for the adjoint equation

For the symmetric weak formulation (2.8), we can derive the adjoint equation using
the formal Lagrange technique. As the coupling conditions do not occur explicitly,
but are embedded in the weak formulation, we obtain immediately the following
adjoint equation:

—pi((p, 02" e +v(Vep, V2" )s + (27, div o))
—ps(0, 002" )s + 1(Vep, V2 )s = (v — va, )t Voo € L*(I;V)
p(V, V2")s + p(Vh, VOz")s = v (u — ua, ¥)s Voo € L*(1;V5)

—(&,divz")f =0 ve e L2(I; Ly)
(3.4)
Later, we will prove that together with zero terminal conditions this is indeed the
correct adjoint equation appearing in the optimality system.
Due to the symmetry in (2.8), the adjoint equation is again a linear FSI prob-
lem. Therefore we can use the already proved results and we get the following
result on existence of a unique adjoint solution:

Theorem 3.2 Let vqg € H(I;V;*) N L3(I; He), uq € L*(I; Hs), and the initial data
uo, u1, and v fulfill the assumptions in Theorem 2.1. Further, let ¢ € Q be given as
in configuration C1 or g € QN Hl(I)N be given for configuration C2 and let the triple
(v,p,u) be the corresponding solution of (2.8) with fr = Bgq, fs = Bsq, and g = 0.
Then, there exists a unique triple (2, 2P, 2") with

2 1, . 1/7. .
e LX(LV)NWHS(LH), 2|, e H(LV), =2'|, €L™(L;Vs),

2% e L°(L V) NHY(I; V), 2P e L*(I; L)
satisfying the terminal condition z*(T) = 0, 2*(T) = 0 and the adjoint equation

(3.4). Furthermore, the adjoint solution triple (27,27, 2") fulfills the following a priori
estimates:

a) HZU”%‘X’(I;L?(Q)) + ||ZUH%2(1;H1(Qf)) + quHQLW(l;Hl(QS))
< CllvallZze(rviey + luallerz2 )]
+ CI1Beall T2 ryvey + I1Bsall 22 (rra (o)
+ ClluollFr (auy + lluallzr () + lvollF an]»
b) 11062 700 (1,22 (02y) + 106" 172 1.1 20y + 12" N (1,110 (20)) + 1062 (1 T2 (1,00 (52
< C[||vd||12ql(1;vf*) + luallpz(r;22(0.)]
+ C[HBfQH%Il(I;Vf*) + 1 Bsall 2 (1,22 (2.0

+ Clluoll B,y + luallE .y + lvollzrz o + IPollE 2]

c) 12PNz rre ) < C[HUdH%Il(I;Vf*) + ludllZ2(r.2(2.0))]
+ C[HBfQH%JI(I;V;) + ”BSQH?P(I;L%_QS))]
+ C[lluollFr2 .y + lluallzr o, + lvollFzap + pollFr ()
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Proof Based on the assumptions on the control ¢, Theorem 2.1 ensures a solution
ve HY(I;H), u € L*(I; Vs) of (2.8) with fr = Beq, fs = Bsq, and g = 0 Hence, the
right-hand sides of the adjoint equation f; := v¢(v —vq) and g := s(u — uq), fulfill
the required regularities

fe€e H(; V) and g e L*(I; Hs)

of Theorem 2.1. Furthermore, the initial conditions for the adjoint equation back-
wards in time 27 = 0 and 2z = 0 fulfill with 2%, = 0 the assumptions on uo, vo, po,
and uy of Theorem 2.1. As after the transformation ¢ — —t¢, the considered adjoint
equation (3.4) coincides with the state equation (2.8), there exists a unique adjoint
solution (2”, 2P, 2") due to Theorem 2.1. The estimates follow immediately from
Theorem 2.1, too. a

3.2.8 Control distributed in space (Configuration C1)

Here, the control ¢ € Q = (L*(2))Y acts as volume force through the linear
operators By and Bs as described in configuration C1. Since in this case Bgq €
H'(I; H¢) and Bsq € H'(I; Hs), the weak formulation (2.8) is applicable for f; =
B¢q and fs = Bsq by Theorem 2.1. For the derivative of the reduced functional
given by (3.1), we directly obtain the following representation:

Lemma 3.2 Let the initial data ug, w1, and vg fulfill the assumptions of Theorem 2.1
and let vg € H*(I; Vi) 0 L?(I; Hy) and ug € L*(I; Hs). Let for given q € Q the triple
(v,p,u) be the solution of (2.8) with fy = Brq, fs = Bsq, and g = 0 guaranteed by
Theorem 2.1. Further, let (2¥,2P,2") be the solution of the adjoint equation (3.4) guar-
anteed by Theorem 3.2. Then, the directional derivative of the reduced cost functional
at q in direction dq € Q is given by

N
i'(9)(6g) = > [(980q", 2" )s + (900", 2" )s + alq", 6q")].

i=1

Proof By Theorem 2.1, the control to state map G can be understood as mapping
from Q to L?*(I;V) x L?(I; L¢) x L*(I;Vs). Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1, let
(0,p,4) be the solution of (2.8) for fy = fs = g = 0 and let Go: Q — L*(I, Hy) x
L?(I; Lg) x L*(I; Hs) the linear part G given by (2.8) for zero initial data and
ft = Btq, fs = Bsq, g = 0. Then G can be written for ¢ € Q as

(v(q),p(q), ulq)) = Gg = (9, p, @) + Gog.
Hence, we get directly
N . .
§'(9)(8) = v (v = va, 60) ¢ + 75 (u — wa, 6u)s + Y (¢',3q") (3.5)

i=1

for all 6q € Q where (§v, dp, du) = Godq.
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Since (dv, dp, du) solves (2.8) for the right-hand sides f; = B¢dq, fs = Bsdq, g =0
and zero initial data, we get by testing this equation with (¢,&,¢) = (2¥,2P,2%) €
L*(I; V) x L*(I; Ly) x L*(I; Vs) the following identity:

pe(6ve, 2" )¢ — (p, div 2" ) + v(Viv, V2¥)¢

N
Fps(0vt, 2" )s + p(Vou, Vz")s Z (90q", 2" )e + (9204",2")s]

w(Vév, Vz")s — u(Vour, V2*)s =
(2*,divév)e =0

Testing with (p, ¢, %) = (dv,dp, du) € L*(I; V) x L*(I; Lg) x L*(I; Vs) in the adjoint
equation (3.4) yields

—pe((6v,0¢2" ) + v(Vov, V2" )i + (2P, div év))¢
(50,00 + (T00, V=) = (v — va, 50
—(6p,div2z")s =0
p(Vou, V2" )s + u(Vou, Vorz" )s = vs(u — ua, ou)s

As the adjoint solution (z",2zP,z") has zero initial conditions at ¢ = T and as
(v, 8p, du) has zero initial conditions at ¢ = 0, the boundary terms vanish when
using integration by parts in time. If we insert the equations into each other we
obtain for any dq € Q

N
960 — v, 50)s + 26 (u — s 5u)s = 3 [(gbba’ =) + (gidd', 27):].
i=1
Together with (3.5) this implies the assertion. |

Combining the condition (3.3) and Lemma 3.2 implies the following represen-
tation and regularity for the optimal control g in terms of the pointwise projection
Pq., on the admissible set Q,q given by

P L (@)1 = L(@2)Y, Pq,,(r)(2) := max(ga, min(gp, r(z)))

for almost all z € 2, where the projection has to be applied componentwise for
re L2(0)4.

Lemma 3.3 Let the assumptions of Lemma 3.2 be fulfilled. Then, the optimal solution

q € Qquq of the considered optimal control problem (3.2) for configuration C1 fulfills
fori=1,2,...,N

7'| o, = Paua (_l/gf() “(t,) dt> 7o, =Pau (—é/jgi(t)z“(t,-) dt).

Thus, for the optimal control holds §|Qf e (H (2:)NN and q|Q (H'(02:)HN
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Proof The necessary optimality condition (3.3) can be written as
( / giz" dt,8q" - q) + ( / giz" dt, dq" - q) +a(q'0q' =) >0 ¥5q" € Qua-
I f 1 s

Using the projection Pq,,, this can be expressed for ¢ =1,2,..., N as

s 1 7 v 1 1 A v
Pl =Pau (-3 [0 at) . a1, =Pau (-1 [0 ar).

Theorem 3.2 ensures 2z € L?(I; V) and together with
IPQua (M)l (2) < lI7ller ()
we conclude that q_"—|Qf e H'(£2)? and tﬂg e H'(0:)%. O

The optimal solution ¢ € Q.q solves the optimality system presented in the
following theorem:

Theorem 3.3 Let the initial data uo, w1, and vo fulfill the assumptions of Theorem 2.1
and let vg € H*(I; Vi) N L*(I; Hy) and uq € L*(I; Hs). Then, the optimal solution § €
Qaq of the considered optimal control problem (3.2) for configuration C1 fulfills (j‘nf €

(H(26)HN, (j’ns e (H*(2:)NN and the following necessary optimality condition.:

1. The optimal state (v,p,u) = (v(7), p(q),u(q)) solves

pe (00, ) — (P, dive)e + v(Vo, Ve
+ps(0:0, 9))s + u(Va, Vo

f
¢ = (Btq, ¢)t + (Bsq, 9)s Vo € L*(I;V),

= =

n(Vo,Vip)s — u(Voru, Vip)s =0 v € L2(I; V4),
((évdiv’[)))f =0 V¢ € LQ(I;Lf).

2. The optimal adjoint (z¥,2P,2") = (2Y(q), 27 (q), 2*(q)) solves

—pe((0, 02" )e +v(Ve, VEV)s + (27, divo)s
—ps((,0:2")s + p(Vo, VZ*)s

uw(V, VE)s + u(Vep, VO 2" )s

—((& divz")e

=%(0 —va,9): Vo€ L*(I;V),
= (@ — ug,¥)s Vo € L*(I;Vs),
=0 Ve € L2(I; Lg).

3. It holds fori=1,2,..., N that

¥lo,=Pau (-1 [d00) @), 71, =Pau (-5 [0 @) a).
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3.2.4 Time-dependent control (Configuration C2)

In the following, the control ¢ € Q = (L%(I))" is controlling the volume force
through the linear operators By and Bs described in configuration C2. As Theo-
rem 2.1 does not guarantee existence of a unique solution of equation (2.8) for a
right-hand side f; = Byq € L*(I; Hy) and fs = Bsq € L*(I; Hs) we can not directly
proceed as in Section 3.2.3. Therefore, we will make use of a smooth sequence in
QN (HY(I))N converging against the optimal solution. For smooth controls, the
symmetric formulation (2.8) can be utilized and a priori estimates for the adjoint
then lead to higher regularity also for the limit. Then, we are able to derive the
optimality system similar as for the configuration C1.

Lemma 3.4 Let the initial data ug, w1, and vo fulfill the assumptions of Theorem 2.1
and let vg € HY(I; Vi) N L3(I; Hy) and uq € L*(I; Hs). Let for a given control q €
QN (HY(N)N the triple (v, p,u) be the solution of (2.8) with fi = Beq, fs = Bsq,
and g = 0 guaranteed by Theorem 2.1. Further, let (2¥,2P,2") be the solution of the
adjoint equation (3.4) guaranteed by Theorem 3.2. Then the directional derivative of
the reduced cost functional j at q in direction dq € Q is given by

N
i (q)(3q) = Z [((hldqz, 2") + a/qléql dt} .
i=1 I
Proof Since for ¢ € QN (H*(I))" it holds Bgq € H(I, Hy) and Bsq € H'(I; Hs) we
proceed as in Lemma 3.2 to obtain

N
i (q)(3q) = Z [((h%qz, 2") + a/qléql dt]
i=1 I
for all 6¢ € QN (H(1))Y. By the density of (H*(I))" in (L?(I))" with respect to
the (L2(I))N topology, we obtain the assertion. O

In the next lemma, we prove that the optimal control g lies in Q N (H' (1))
such that the representation derived in Lemma 3.4 is also valid for q. Therefore,
we will introduce also for configuration C2 the pointwise projection Pq,, on the
admissible set Q.q given here by

Pq.,: L*(I) = L*(I), Pq,,(r)(t) := max(qq, min(gy,r(t))) for almost all ¢ € I.

Lemma 3.5 Let the assumptions of Lemma 3.4 be fulfilled. Then, the optimal solution

q € Qaa of the considered optimal control problem (3.2) for configuration C2 lies in
(HY ()N

Proof Let ¢ € Quq be the optimal solution. We regard a smooth sequence ¢, €
QN (HY(I)N with g, — ¢ in Q. As in the proof of Lemma 3.2, according to
Theorem 2.1, we have that (vn,pn,un) = Ggn solves (2.8) with right-hand sides
ft = Btan, fs = Bsqn, and g = 0. The velocity and displacement have at least the
regularities v, € H'(I; Hy) and uy, € L?(I; Vs). Therefore, Theorem 3.2 guarantees
the existence of a unique adjoint solution (zp,2h,25) of (3.4) with v, — vq and
un — uq in the right-hand side. By Lemma 3.4, we have

N

i'(gn)(00) = [((hﬁ&zi,z;i)) + a/IqZ&zi dt}

i=1
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for all ¢ € Q. Due to estimate a) in Theorem 2.1, the linearity of (2.8), and the
boundedness of h' in H, we get for m,n € IN the estimate

[lon — vm||%2(];H1((2f)) + [lun — Um”%Z(I;Hl(QS))

N N
< Ihélan — am) 1 F2crvey + > ki (gn — qmnim;pms))}
=1 =1
N . .
< CZH(I% — GmllZe (-
i=1

Further, due to estimate a) in Theorem 3.2, the adjoint variables fulfill the estimate

v v 2 v v 2 u u 2
llzn — ZmHLoo(LLZ(Q)) + [l2n — ZmHLz(l'Hl(Qf)) + llzn — 2m L2 (1m0 (20))

Znhf(qn — dm)llZ2 v >+Z||hz ; —q;z)&m;mms))]
i=1
N . .
<C llan = amlZ2qr)-
1=1

If we regard in (3.4) test functions ¢ € L?(I; Vg, ) that are divergence free in the
fluid domain 2¢, we get the estimate

[18e2s, — Bezml| T2 (rivey < Clllzn — 2l F2(rar ) + lon — zmll 22 (101 (20

dlv
+ llon — vmll L2102 (20 ] -
By combining the above estimates, we derive for the adjoint zp — 25, the bound

N
2 2 ; i 12
10e21, — Dozl T2 (rve ) + l2m — 2mllTee (rirzcey < C Y _llan = amlZ2()-
i=1
As gn — g in (L2(I))Y, it holds ||¢}, — qfn||2L2(I) — 0 for m,n — oco. Thus, z;, is
a Cauchy sequence in H'(I; V3, ) N L>(I; H) and therefore there exists the limit
3V e HY(I;V3,) N L°°(I; H) such that

20— 2" in HY(I; Vi) N L®(I; H).

Since we assumed h® € Vy;, and 8¢° € L%(I), the product fulfills h'6q* € L?(I; Vi ).
This implies due to L%(I;Vgy,) < L?(I; H) and due to the convergence of z% in
L*°(I; H) that

' (an)(6q) = Z{ (h'sq",21) +a/qn5q dt} —>Z{(h 5tz ))+a/qi5q" dt}

=1

In addition, the directional derivative of the reduced cost functional j'(-)(dq) is
continuous as the the control to state mapping G: Q — L*(I; Hy) x L*(I; Hs) is
affine-linear and continuous accordingly to Lemma 3.1. Therefore, the convergence
gn — ¢ in Q implies in addition j'(¢n)(d¢) — 5'(7)(6q) and we obtain the identity

N

i'(@)(6g) =Y [((hiéqi,z“)) + a/}@%qi dt}

i=1



22 L. Failer, D. Meidner, B. Vexler

As the optimal solution ¢ fulfills the necessary optimality condition (3.3), we get
the optimality condition

N

S 1R (6q" = 7', 2") + a/lcji((sqi - 7" dt} >0 Vg€ Qua-

=1

Using the projection Pq,, on the admissible set Q,q4, this can be expressed as
7 =Pq,(r") with r'= _E/ R'(z)z"(-yz) dz, i=1,2,...,N.
Q

The time regularity of the limit 2% € H'(I;V3;,) and the assumed regularity of
h € Vgiy imply

div

. 1 . ~ i
aﬁ"l(t) :—E<hl,8tz”(t, ')>V<uv><V* , 1=1,2,...,N
for almost all ¢ € I and consequently that r* € H'(I). Using the stability of the
projection
IPQua (M &2 (1) < 7l E (1)
we obtain the asserted regularity g € (H(I))"V. |

Then, the optimal solution ¢ € Q.4 of the considered optimal control problem
in configuration C2 fulfills the following theorem:

Theorem 3.4 Let the initial data uo, w1, and vo fulfills the assumptions of Theo-
rem 2.1 and let vg € H'(I; V;*) N L*(I; Hy) and ugq € L*(I; Hs). Then, the optimal
solution q € Quq of the considered optimal control problem (3.2) for configuration C2
fulfills g € (Hl(I))N and the following necessary optimality condition:

1. The optimal state (v,p,u) = (v(q),p(q),u(q)) solves

pe (010, 0)s — (P, div @)s + v(VT, V)e
+ps(0:0, ©)s + p(V, Vo) = (B, @) + (Bs@, ©)s Vo € LA(I;V),
p(Vo, Vi)s — p(Vru, Vip))s = 0 vy € L*(I; Vs),
((f,divz?))f 0 V¢ € L2([;Lf).
2. The optimal adjoint (z¥,2P,z") = (2Y(q), 27 (q), 2*(q)) solves

—pt (0,02 )i +v(Vep, VZ")s + (27, div o))
—ps((0, 002" )s + p(Vep, VE")s = % (0 —va, )¢ Vo € L2 (I;V),
(Y, VE s + u(V, VOrz" )s = v (@ — ua, ¥)s Vo € L*(I;Vs),
—(& divz")s =0 Ve € L2(I; Ly).

3. It holds fori=1,2,..., N that

@ =Pa., (%/ﬁh"(x (., 2) dx).

Proof As @e QN(H(I1))", one can choose in the proof of Lemma 3.5 the sequence
gn = q. This immediately implies that z¥ = z". O
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